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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Remarks 

1 . This communication is considered fully responsive to Applicant's amendment 
filed on 08.24.2009. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-14 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

a. Applicant argues: Neither Hass nor Drysdale teaches monitoring that 
takes reception into consideration. 

i. Examiner responds: Hass states, "Client agent on recipient client 
preferably notifies server agent of the successful receipt of the data 
transmission" (col. 6 II. 5-7). Also Hass states, "The present invention is of 
a system and method for tracking data transmission, and for reporting the 
receipt of the data transmission and the level and/or type of interaction 
between the intended recipient user and the data transmission. If the ... 
recipient ... does not receive the data transmission within a predetermined 
time ...the sender user ... is notified if such a period of time has elapsed" 
(col. 1 II. 66-67, col. 2 II. 1-12). 

b. Applicant argues: Neither Hass nor Drysdale teaches a task 
involving successful delivery of a particular packet. 
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ii. Examiner responds: see argument 2(a)(i). 

c. Applicant argues: Neither Hass nor Drysdale teaches the creating or 
checking a "reception control message" indicating successful reception of 
a data packet with a follow on "monitoring message" with data indicating 
successful reception. 

iii. Examiner responds: Examiner introduces a new reference Choi. 
Choi teaches embedding a unique code within a message so when a 
message is received the reception message with the code is sent back to 
a mail center and confirmation message is sent to the sender. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

As to claim 1, it claims a method of monitoring data exchange between 
application systems. The method is not tied to a particular machine or apparatus 
nor does it transforms a particular article into a different state or thing. This claim 
is software per se and claimed subject matter is non-statutory subject matter. 

As to claim 10, similar rejection as to claim 1 . 

As to claim 13, similar rejection as to claim 1 . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-7 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Japanese Patent Application No. 2001-357267 to Minoru ("Minoru") 
(Machine Translated) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,629,131 B1 to Choi ("Choi"). 

As to claim 1, Minoru discloses a method of monitoring data exchange 
between application systems comprising the steps: 

transmitting a despatch control message from a first application system to 
a separate monitoring unit after despatch of a data packet from the first 
application system to a second application system (Drawing 1, Drawing 3; pg. 4 
II. 20-25 (1 st process of transmitting ... said 1 st server or the 2 nd server receives 
the server of the other party ... 2 nd process of transmitting to said 3 rd server ...)), 

Choi discloses what Minoru does not expressly disclose. However, 
Minoru teaches that 3 rd server can detect communications between a 1 st and 2 nd 
server have not occurred within a predetermined time (pg. 4 II. 3-4). 

Choi discloses: 
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creating a reception control message (col. 3 II. 2 "send information") from 
the second application system (Receiver's Mail Server) after successful reception 
of the data packet by the second application system (Receiver's Mail Server) 
(Fig. 3, col. 2 59-67, col. 3 II. 1-11), and 

outputting a monitoring message from the monitoring unit containing 
information as to whether the data packet was received by the second 
application system (Receiver's Mail Server) successfully and within a 
predetermined transaction time (Fig. 3, Reception Confirmation; col. 3 II. 1-11, 
49-64; "success of business depends on whether or not the receiver reads within 
a certain time limit"). 

Minoru and Choi are analogous arts because they are from the same field 
of endeavor with respect to determining if a message was received. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to incorporate sending confirmation of a received message 
as discussed in Choi with a method of monitoring data exchange between 
application systems as discussed in Minoru. The suggestion/motivation would 
have been a need to determine when a message is received {Choi, col. 3 II. 1- 
11). 

As to claim 2, Choi discloses characterized in that the first and second 
application systems are not directly connected together but are indirectly 
connected together in particular by way of at least one further application system 
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and/or transmission system (Fig. 3, Sender and Receiver connected via a Mail 
Server). The obviousness rejection and suggestion/motivation are the same as 
in claim 1 . 

As to claim 3, Choi discloses characterized in that the application and 
transmission systems connecting the first and second application systems also 
create reception and/or despatch control messages after successful reception 
and despatch respectively of the data packet and communicate same in 
particular to the monitoring unit (Fig. 3, Reception Confirmation). The 
obviousness rejection and suggestion/motivation are the same as in claim 1 . 

As to claim 4, Choi discloses characterized in that the first and second 
application systems are different application systems and in particular use 
different data protocols (col. 2 II. 8-21 ; "if a mail client application used by the 
receiver for reading mail does not support a hypertext markup language 
(HTML)"). The obviousness rejection and suggestion/motivation are the same as 
in claim 1. 

As to claim 5, Choi discloses characterized in that rules concerning the 
transmission of data packets are predetermined in the monitoring unit, in which 
rules it is specified which points are to be monitored by the monitoring unit on the 
basis of the despatch and reception control messages (Fig. 3, CGI Executive 
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Program; Abstract, col. 1 II. 41-53). The obviousness rejection and 
suggestion/motivation are the same as in claim 1 . 

As to claim 6, Choi discloses characterized in that measures to be taken 
for different kinds of data packets in the case of a negative result of points to be 
monitored, maximum transaction times, transmission paths and/or application 
systems from which control messages are expected are specified in the rules 
(col. 2 II. 8-21 ; "if a mail client application used by the receiver for reading mail 
does not support a hypertext markup language (HTML)"). The obviousness 
rejection and suggestion/motivation are the same as in claim 1 . 

As to claim 7, Choi discloses characterized in that the reception control 
messages are transmitted from the second application system to the monitoring 
unit (Fig. 3, Reception Confirmation Code Registration Mail Guide Note; (col. 3 II. 
1-4, "unique code of the mail to a mail control system B in a mail center")). The 
obviousness rejection and suggestion/motivation are the same as in claim 1 . 

As to claim 10, similar rejection as to claim 1 . 

As to claim 11, Minoru discloses comprising: 
a receiving unit for receiving a despatch control message from a first 
application system after despatch of a data packet from the first application 
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system to a second application system (Drawing 1, Drawing 3; pg. 4 II. 20-25 (1 st 
process of transmitting ... said 1 st server or the 2 nd server receives the server of 
the other party ... 2 nd process of transmitting to said 3 rd server ...)), 

Choi discloses what Minora does not expressly disclose. 

Choi discloses: 

a checking unit for checking a reception control message created by the 
second application system after successful reception of the data packet (col. 3 II. 
1-4, "unique code of the mail to a mail control system B in a mail center"), 

a processing unit for checking whether the data packet was received by 
the second application system successfully and within a predetermined 
transaction time, on the basis of the despatch control message and reception 
control message and for creating a corresponding monitoring message (col. 2 II. 
59-67, col. 3 II. 1 -1 1 , 49-64; "success of business depends on whether or not the 
receiver reads within a certain time limit"; CGI Executive Program (Reception 
Confirmation Code, Registration Mail Guide Note), Reception Confirmation Code 
(Registration Mail Guide Note) to Mail Control System B), and 

an output unit for outputting the monitoring message (Fig. 3, Reception 
Confirmation Signal, col. 3 II. 1-11). 

The obviousness rejection and suggestion/motivation are the same as in 
claim 1. 
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As to claim 12, Choi discloses further comprising a storage unit for 
storing predetermined rules which relate to the transmission of data packets and 
in which it is defined which points are to be monitored by the monitoring unit on 
the basis of the despatch and reception control messages (Fig. 3, CGI Executive 
Program; Abstract, col. 1 II. 41-53). The obviousness rejection and 
suggestion/motivation are the same as in claim 1 . 

As to claim 13, Minoru discloses a method of monitoring the data 
exchange between application systems comprising the steps: 

receiving a despatch control message from a first application system after 
despatch of a data packet from the first application system to a second 
application system (Drawing 1 , Drawing 3; pg. 4 II. 20-25 (1 st process of 
transmitting ... said 1 st server or the 2 nd server receives the server of the other 
party ... 2 nd process of transmitting to said 3 rd server ...)), 

Choi discloses what Minoru does not expressly disclose. However, 
Minoru teaches that 3 rd server can detect communications between a 1 st and 2 nd 
server have not occurred within a predetermined time (pg. 4 II. 3-4). 

Choi discloses: 

checking a reception control message created by the second application 
system after successful reception of the data packet (col. 3 II. 1-4, "unique code 
of the mail to a mail control system B in a mail center"), 
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checking whether the data packet was received by the second application 
system successfully and within a predetermined transaction time on the basis of 
the despatch control message and the reception control message (col. 2 II. 59- 
67, col. 3 II. 1-1 1 , 49-64; "success of business depends on whether or not the 
receiver reads within a certain time limit"; CGI Executive Program (Reception 
Confirmation Code, Registration Mail Guide Note), Reception Confirmation Code 
(Registration Mail Guide Note) to Mail Control System B), 

creating a corresponding monitoring message (Fig. 3, Reception 
Confirmation Signal, col. 3 II. 1-11), and 

outputting the monitoring message (Fig. 3, Reception Confirmation Signal, 
col. 3 II. 1-11). 

The obviousness rejection and suggestion/motivation are the same as in 
claim 1. 

7. Claims 8, 9 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Japanese Patent Application No. 2001-357267 to Minoru ("Minoru") (Machine 
Translated) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,629,131 B1 to Choi ("Choi") in further view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,725,255 B1 to Hass etal. ("Hass"). 

As to claim 8, Minoru and Choi disclose a method of monitoring data 
exchange between application systems as discussed in claim 1 and claim 7. 

Hass discloses what Minoru and Choi do not expressly disclose. 

Hass discloses: 
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characterized in that the reception control messages are stored in the 
second application system and the monitoring unit periodically monitors the 
stored reception control messages (col. 5 II. 14-38, col. 6 II. 23-29). 

Minoru, Choi and Hass are analogous arts because they are from the 
same field of endeavor with respect to determining if a message was received. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to incorporate storing messages as discussed in Hass with 
sending confirmation of a received message as discussed in Choi with a method 
of monitoring data exchange between application systems as discussed in 
Minoru. The suggestion/motivation would have been a need to notify the server 
of the type of interaction of the receiver (Hass, col. 6 II. 23-29). 

As to claim 9, Hass discloses characterized in that the monitoring 
message is transmitted to the first application system, a service provider 
connected to the first application system or a user of the first application system 
(col. 5 II. 50-65). The obviousness rejection and suggestion/motivation are the 
same as in claim 8. 

As to claim 14, Hass discloses when the computer program is executed 
on a computer (col. 13 II. 15-45). The obviousness rejection and 
suggestion/motivation are the same as in claim 8. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to TAYLOR ELFERVIG whose telephone number is (571) 
270-5687. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 9:00 am - 
4:00 pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivek Srivastava can be reached on (571) 272-7304. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

a. E.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2445 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2400 



